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Well-being is the lifelong pursuit of everyone around the world. In recent years, the concept of well-being 
and happiness have risen since the Kingdom of Bhutan proposed "Gross National Happiness" (GNH) in 
1972. Different international competitiveness reports no longer only regard the economy for evaluation. 
Moreover, well-being has become the focus of many researchers. 
 
At the same time, democracy is also the ideal and pursuit of most of the people around the world. ‘Power 
tends to corrupt and absolute power corrupts absolutely’ said by John Dalberg Acton. The disadvantages 
and advantages of democracy are well-known from a political perspective. For example, restraining rulers 
from abusing power and violence; protect basic human rights; protect people's opportunities to organize 
and fully participate in social, political, economic areas etc. However, in terms of emotions, livelihood or 
even well-being, there are not many well-known benefits discussed by the people. And it is curious that 
does democratic governance brings a positive outcome of well-being to the people compared with 
authoritarian regimes. 
 
Therefore, this study is going to explore whether democratic regimes have a better performance of well-
being than authoritarian regimes or not, and reach out whether there is correlation or association between 
democracy and well-being in European countries and Asian countries respectively. 
 
In the following section, the literature review will come first in order to give a brief definition and  relevant 
information of existing research. It will be followed by the methodology and data analysis. Exploring 
whether democracy and well-being are correlated by using the method of Pearson correlation coefficient 
first. Then, other hypothesized determinants as control variables will also be taken into account in order to 
test whether they potentially affect the relationship or not and reach out how democracy may impact on 
well-being by regression analysis. At the subsequent time, the discussion part will explain some possible 
reasons for the key finding . Last but not least, the report will end up with the implications or limitations of 




2. Literature Review 
 
2.1. Definition of Well-being 
When we search the word 'well-being' in the Oxford English Dictionary, it will come to the definition 
'the state of being comfortable, healthy, or happy'. However, 'well-being' is much more than good 
living conditions and happiness. 
 
Although there is no single consensus of the definition of well-being currently (Frey & Stutzer，
2010), it is generally believed that well-being is the combination of four areas - high level of 
positive affect , low level of negative affect, domain specific satisfaction and life satisfaction 
(Diener，2000). While high levels of positive affect means their experience of pleasant emotions 
or positive feelings; low levels of negative affect means their experience of worried moods or 
negative emotions. Moreover, domain specific satisfaction refers to the people's thought or 
satisfaction towards various aspects. For example, their satisfaction towards work, housing 
conditions or even the performance of the government. Last but not least, their overall evaluation 
or satisfaction with their life as a whole are also included in well-being. 'How people feel and 
evaluate their lives' is always the key to understanding well-being (Michealson et al.，2012). In 
other words, well-being is much wider and not only just good living conditions and happiness 
mentioned by Oxford English Dictionary. 
 
Furthermore, those four areas mentioned above also point out that well-being is abstract. Each 
person may have their own ideas or perception of well-being. It is subjective and may depend on 
different people. Social scientists usually measure it by self-reported data. They tend to ask 
questions with  rating scale questions. And well-being is multi-dimensional. Not only emotional, 
but also social, economic, psychological etc. Which means that well-being is not only how people 
think about themselves, but also include their development and engaging activities. Or even 
whether they have economic ability to meet basic needs and feel secure ; whether they can find 




2.2 Definition of Democracy 
 
In addition to the definition of well-being, the term 'democracy' is also important in this study. The word 
'democracy' derived from Greek word 'dēmokratia'. 'Demos' means people while 'kratos' refers to power. 
Thus, democracy is usually defined as 'power of the people' or 'rule by the people'. According to the 
United Nation (n.d.), the principle of democracy is 'we the people' that the legitimacy of the state should 
be based on the will of the people. On the other hand, according to the Council of Europe (n.d.), 
democracy also refers to the will of the people as the base of governing. The former president of the 
United States, Abraham Lincoln even pointed out democracy is "government of the people, by the 
people, for the people''. 
 
Furthermore, the idea of democracy is based on individual autonomy and equality. Everyone can be in 
charge of their lives within a reasonable range and everyone has an equal chance to affect  the decisions/ 
policy of the society (CoE，n.d). But more importantly, democracy is also based on the principle of 
majority decision while respecting the rights of individuals and minorities. 
 
 
Moreover, the current democracy is different from ancient Greeks. In the past, the ancient Greek was 
known as direct democracy. The citizens in Greeks were directly taking part in governance, which 
discussed the policy and made decisions by each citizen. During that period, only male were classified 
as citizens, females, slaves and aliens were excluded. Now, it is instead of a representative democracy. 
Representatives are elected by the citizens to represent their thoughts and govern. Both male and female 
can vote their representative in most of the countries under the promotion of gender equality. What is 
more, there are different shapes and sizes of democratic government nowadays. For instance federal 
democracy, presidential democracy, unitary democracy and parliamentary democracy etc. But they have 
in common that freedom, human rights and regular universal suffrage are the key foundations of 
democracy, according to the United Nations (n.d.). On the contrary, a country is an authoritarian regime 
while it cannot meet those requirements. Nowadays, there are international indicators of measuring 
democracy. Including Democracy Indicators from The Freedom House, Vanhanen’s Democracy Index 




2.3 Relationship between well-being and democracy 
 
Does democracy bring well-being ? At present, there are controversies about the relationship between 
democracy and well-being. On one hand, scholars point out that it is impossible to simply judge 
whether democracy can bring a higher level of well-being. It is because the relationship between 
democracy and well-being will be affected by other factors. Such as culture, age, gender, income or 
economy etc. On the other hand, some scholars found that people who live in a more democratic 
community are more satisfied and feel happier under the same level of other conditions. Or even for 
those factors affecting the relationship between democracy and well-being, such as income mentioned 
above, democracy performs better than authoritarian countries. Different perspectives of research are 
going to be presented as follows. 
 
2.3.1 The Impact of Democracy on Wellbeing 
To begin with, Peggy Schyns (1998) used the data of 40 nations around the world and found a positive 
correlation between self-reported happiness of the World Values Surveyand democracy Index of 
Freedom House. Ronald Inglehart (2009) also pointed out there is a correlation between well-being 
and democracy by taking a look from 1987 to 1993. During the explosion of democratization, the 
correlation between the higher level of self-reported happiness and political rights and civil liberties 
scores of measures of democracy from Freedom House is 0.7 to 0.8 range. 
 
And Petra Bohnke (2008) indicated that political culture is one of the major factors to explain the 
difference of life satisfaction between countries based on his study of exploring the member states of 
the European Union. If the government loses the legitimacy of the people or the citizens do not trust 
their government, it may lead to a negative impact on their well-being. Which means that the 
aspirations and ideas of the citizens will be hard to fulfill under such political structures, and thus 
result in lower levels of well-being. 
 
Not only political culture, but also different governance models may affect well-being. Angel 
Alvarez-Dıaz, Lucas Gonzalez and Benjamin Radcliff (2010) examine how different governance 
affects life satisfaction in the United States. They concluded that ideological complexion of 
government matters, especially in the federal system. Which means that well-being is affected by 
various governance and democracy plays an important role. Similarly, Ann L. Owen, Julio Videras 
and Christina Willemsen (2008) conducted a study of 46 countries and indicated democratic 
institutions also strongly influence well-being. When an individual can take part in a political 




democracy does matter, individuals will have different levels of well-being under parliamentary and 
presidential respectively. 
 
Furthermore, research showed that democracy matters well-being under the same conditions of other 
factors. Bruno Frey and Alois Stutzer (2000) analyze the case of Switzerland, where a place with 
common culture and relatively economic development, but different levels of democracy within 26 
Swiss cantons. They controlled the demographic and economic factors and interviewed 6000 residents 
including foreigners and Swiss residents within 26 Swiss cantons by asking them their self-reported 
level of satisfaction on an eight point scale. It showed that democracy has significant effects on 
individual well-being. People living in the catton with better developed institutions of direct democracy 
have a higher score of life satisfaction, vice versa. Which means  that the level of democracy does affect 
the well-being of an individual. What is more, different levels of political participation lead to different 
results of well-being. It also found that the Swiss residents have higher satisfaction with life than 
foreigners. The gap between Swiss residents and foreigners is nearly three times. Although both of them 
are affected by political decisions, only Swiss residents have the right to political participation while 
foreigners living in Switzerland are excluded. 
 
Closely, David Dorn el al (2007) conducted a cross-national analysis of 28 countries by using the 
statistics from the 1998 International Social Survey Programme. Even though he controlled the 
sociodemographic, economic and culture determinants, especially the factors of national language and 
individual religion, there is still a significant positive correlation of well-being and democracy. The 
reasons he pointed out is that democracy may make policies closer to the preferences of  citizens and 
thus increase their well-being. 
 
Last but not least, in recent research, Loubser and Steenekamp (2017) used the data of the World Values 
Survey from 2010 to 2014 and investigated the relationship of living in democracratic regimes and well-
being of 10 countries, including both west and east countries. They found that countries with higher 
levels of well-being are Brazil, Sweden and the United States where they are secure democracies; 
meanwhile; China, Russia, and Rwanda where autocratic regimes tend to have a lower level of well-
being. What is more, they also mentioned the case of Singapore where it has developed its economy, 
enjoys higher living standards, but with limited democracy. Its well-being still lags behind by 
comparison with secure democracies regimes. In other words, achieving the highest levels of well‐




2.3.2 Other Influences on Well-being 
 
On the contrary, Ronald Inglehart and Hans-Dieter Klingemann (2000) stated that democracy does not 
necessarily make people happier and feel more satisfied. They examined the level of well-being of the 
former USSR countries and discovered that the corresponding higher level of happiness did not happen 
even after the collapse of communism and the Soviet Union in 1991. The level of well-being of those 
fifteen successor regimes kept falling after the collapse and most of the citizens dissatisfied with their 
livelihood. In other words, democracy does not may not result in higher well-being in the case of 
dissolution of the Soviet Union. 
 
Even though some scholars agree that democracy has an impact on the level of well-being, others 
conditions still have a role to play or even play a more important role than democracy. 
 
First of all, the economy or income of an individual influences well-being. Carol Graham and Stefano 
Pettinato (2001) pointed out unemployment has negative effects on well-being. Rafael Di Tella (2001) 
stated that life satisfaction is positively influenced by the GDP per capita of the individual's country. 
Furthermore, Norman Bradburn (1969) pointed out that people with higher income have higher levels 
of well-being, while low income people have lower levels of well-being. Marta Orviska, Anetta 
Caplanova and John Hudson (2012) used the statistic from the World Values data set to conduct 
comparative research. It showed democracy has an obvious impact on happiness and life satisfaction, 
however, they also found that there are less impacts on rich people and indirectly reveal that income 
matters. The result of Radcliffe and Shufeldt 's study (2016) on whether direct democracy influences 
quality of life in the United States is similar. The relationship between them is mediated by income. 
For the people with lower income, the positive effects of democracy on their well-being is much higher 
than those with higher income. What is more, Veenhoven (2000) tried to explore the correlation 
between freedom as the foundation of democracy and well-being by comparative research based on a 
sample of 44 nations. However, it was out of expectation that freedom does not result in happiness. 
The only thing about democracy is that it will not destroy happiness. On the other hand, the economy 
is much more important than freedom. Happiness will only be added by freedom restricted to those 
rich countries. 
 
One of the explanations is because of comparison and habituation of an individual, according to 
Andrew Oswald (2007). An individual is likely to compare with others when measuring well-being, 






individual, the personal well-being of that individual will decrease. Individuals enjoy being rich and 
being richer than others (Clark and Oswald，1996). Furthermore, according to Helliwell and Huang 
(2008),  well-being  is  affected  heavily  by  income  rather  than  democracy  due  to  the    material 
conditions already fulfilled by money. People with higher income are able to be self-reliant, and  they 
do not need to rely on public provision provided by the democratic government. Such as  health, 
education. 
 
Second, age influences well-being. Louis Tay, Lauren Kuykendall and Ed Diene (2014) indicated that 
well-being will increase with age. Carol Graham and Stefano Pettinato (2001) also pointed out age and 
the level of well-being are U-shaped by exploring the data of 17 regimes in Latin America and refer 
to the statistics of Russia and the United States. Latin Americans have the lowest level of happiness at 
49 years old while people in the United States at the age of 47.5 years old. More important is that 
people have a higher level of well-being when they are young, then decreasing and increasing when 
they become old. The reason is that people tend to change their direction or adjust their pursuit based 
on their ages (Campbell, A., Converse, P. E., &  Rodgers, W. L.，1976). 
 
Third, the evidence on the difference of gender towards well-being is still uncertain. Some researchers 
support that females tend to have a higher level of happiness than male. Alesina, Di Tella and 
MacCulloch (2004) looked into the the determinants of happiness in the United States from 1981 to 
1996 and across 12 European countries from 1975 to 1992, they found that being male tend to report 
lower happiness, no matters whether they are rich or poor, left or right. Di Tella, MacCulloch and 
Oswald (2001) also pointed out women are more satisfied with their life than mens. However, Clark 
and Oswald (1994) indicated that females reported worse scores on the General Health Questionnaire 
than male in the United Kingdom. Meanwhile, other researchers also suggest there are no significant 
gender differences towards well-being. Like Frey and Stutzer (2000) used the data of Switzerland and 
found there are no notable differences from the perspective of gender. One of the explanations is that 




Moreover, whether the degree of gender inequality impacts the well-being of an individual or not is 
also somewhat inconclusive. On one hand, Batz-Barbarich, Tay, Kuykendall and Cheung (2018) 
conducted a meta-analysis research and noted only greater job satisfaction of different sex can be 






al. (2021) recently used the case of Pakistan from 1980 to 2019 and showed that gender inequality 
has a negative impact on well-being, while gender equality promotes well-being. 
 
Fourth, studies show that there is a strong connection between health and well-being. Not only mental 
health, but also physical health. Sickness makes people feel unhappy. In Shields and Wheatley Price's 
research (2005), individuals with acute and chronic physical illness tend to have lower levels of well-
being. For example heart attacks and strokes. Although there may be other factors related to health 
and well-being, studies indicated this would make the association of them become more likely while 
a strong impact of health on well-being still by using fixed effects models. 
 
Last but not least, there is a growing number of papers talking about how geography influences well-
being. For example, different areas of countries may have the population with different religious 
beliefs which affect the lifelong pursuit or goal. It may change or build an individual's value system 
and define what is a full life to an individual (Dorn et al.，2007). And Abbott  Lamoyne Ferriss (2002) 
also noted that different religious denominations are associated with well-being and correlated to 
people's thought of whether the world is good or evil. What is more, not only religious, but also the 
difference between cultures within different areas. Helaine Selin and Gareth Davey (2012) noted the 
origin of well-being dissimilar to the East and the West. On one hand, materialism in the West makes 
people focus or value material. Which means that their well-being is usually based on money and 
achievement. On the other hand, the east is more people-oriented. Which means that the well-being 
of people in the East is based on whether they  can have deep personal and social interactions or not. 







3.1 Basic Information 
Given that various factors may influence well-being mentioned in the last part, in response to the 
geographical factors, this paper is going to explore the relationship between democracy and well-being 
again by separating areas - Europe (including Western, Central and Eastern Europe) and Asia. 
Meanwhile, the impact of economy, age, gender, gender inequality and health as controlled variables 
are taken into account. 
 
Methods of analysis of correlation (Pearson Correlation Coefficient) and regression analysis are both 
conducted in this research. Regarding democracy, the Democracy Index in 2019 from the Economist 
Intelligence Unit will be used. 
 
Selection of countries is based on data of each dimension of well-being, controlled variables and 
democracy must be all available. Also, Asia-Europe border countries (i.e. Russia, Kazakhstan, 
Azerbaijan, Turkey, and Georgia) are excluded. In total, 31 countries in Europe and 17 countries in Asia 
are selected: 
Europe Asia 
Austria, Albania, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Cyprus,  Croatia, 
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, 
Greece, Ireland, Italy, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Moldova, Montenegro, 
Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Romania, 
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom 
Bangladesh, Cambodia, China, India, Indonesia, 
Japan, Malaysia, Mongolia, Myanmar, Nepal, 
Pakistan, Philippines, Singapore, South Korea, 
Sri Lanka, Thailand, Vietnam 
 
Furthermore, our selection of data is based on three criteria: 
a. Recency: Data in 2014 or later should be available. 
b. Reliability: Data from reliable institutions. 
c. Comparability: Data comes from the same source for the same dimensions of well-being or 






3.2 Dimensions of Well-being in this study 
 
As mentioned in the literature view part , well-being is the combination of four areas - positive affect, 
negative affect, domain specific satisfaction and life satisfaction. Thus, different areas of well-being will 
be compared to democracy (i.e. the Democracy Index in 2019 from the Economist Intelligence Unit) in 
order to have a comprehensive look in this study. 
 
Firstly, regarding the area of positive affect, it is subjective and refers to the experiences of an individual 
experiencing positive moods (Miller，2011). Including enjoyment and smiles or laughs. The percentage 
of people's daily experiences on enjoyment and smile or laugh in the Gallup World Poll  will be used for 
this dimension. Which refers to people responding to the questions of ‘Did you experience the enjoyment 
during a lot of the day yesterday?’ and ‘Did you smile or laugh a lot yesterday?’ respectively. 
 
Second, anxiety is one of the emotions of the area of negative affect (Stringer，2013). The Worry Risk 
Index from Lloyd's Register Foundation will be used in this area to show everyday risks of individuals 
worry about in the countries. Such as weather, crime etc. With higher scores, individuals in that country 




Third, satisfaction towards government is one part of domain specific satisfaction which was mentioned 
before. And well-being starts with accessing the basic needs (Turkdogan & Duru ， 2012). The 
Government Safety Performance Index from Lloyd's Register Foundation will be used to show 
how the individuals rate the performance of their government towards securing food, water and power. 
 
Fourth, life satisfaction can be measured by life ladder, which refers to individuals' evaluation or 
satisfaction with their overall life. Self assessed life satisfaction scores from The World Happiness 
Report will be used in this dimension. It is the average response of countries that the individuals were 
asked to rate their step of life from 0 at the bottom to 10 at the top. 
 
3.3 Method I: Analysis of Correlation (Pearson Correlation Coefficient) 
 
The purpose of analysis of correlation is to find the degree of correlation between two variables (i.e. 
democracy and well-being in this study). And expressed by Pearson correlation coefficient. 
 
Pearson correlation coefficient can indicate the strength of the linear relationship between two 
variables.The larger the absolute value of correlation coefficient (i.e. closer to 1), the stronger the 
correlation between two variables. Conversely, the smaller the absolute value of correlation coefficient 
(i.e. closer to 0), the weaker the correlation between two variables. 
 
In addition, Pearson correlation coefficient can also tell the direction of the correlation between two 
variables, either positive or negative. When the correlation coefficient is greater than 0, it is called 
"positive correlation". It represents a change in one variable, which will cause another variable to change 
in the same direction. On the contract, when the value of the correlation coefficient is less than 0, it is 
called "negative correlation". It represents a change in one variable, causing the other variable to change 
in the opposite direction. Below table shown the details: 
 
Correlation Positive Negative 
None 00 to 0.09 -.09 to 00 
Weak 0.1 to 0.29 -0.29 to -0.1 
Medium 0.3 to 0.69 -0.69 to -0.3 
Strong 0.7 to 1.0 -1.0 to -0.7 
 
In this research, the correlation between the four dimensions of well-being and democracy will be 




3.4 Method II: Regression Analysis 
 
Since correlation analysis can only describe the linear relationship and show the size and direction of the 
correlation between two variables, it does not mean that there is a causal relationship if two variables are 
strongly correlated. Therefore, regression analysis is to further analyze the predictive relationship 
between the variables based on the linear relationship. The purpose is to predict the dependent variable 
(i.e. each dimension of well-being in this study) with the independent variable (i.e. democracy in this 
study) through the establishment of the regression equation. The model will go though the F-test to 
explore whether the regression model has predictive power and the t test to explore whether the 
individual independent variable has explanatory power. 
 
In order to increase the accuracy of the prediction, multiple regression will be conducted in this study to 
explain the relationship between well-being and democracy or other possible influential factors. In other 
words, apart from democracy, the impact of economy, age, gender, gender inequality and health as 






Given that level of economy may affect the level of well-being. Regarding the economy, gross domestic 
product is often regarded as an important indicator showing the economic status of a country. However, 
If two countries with the same GDP but their population are far apart, they may have different living 
standards which may also affect well-being. Thus, GDP per capita replaces in order to take the number 
of people into consideration and become one of the independent variables. Besides,  the share of elderly 
and females, the Gender Inequality Index from the United Nations Development Programme are also 
the independent variables that take the impact of age, gender and gender  inequality into account. What 
is more, for the reason that health has a strong relationship with well-being mentioned before, the 
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Public Health Expenditure, 





Thus, public health expenditure of the government also needs to be regarded as independent variables 
to look at. 
 
Moreover, the entry method will be used as the variable selection method to put all independent variables 
into the regression model in a single step and to explain the overall predictive power of all independent 
variables to dependent variables. Therefore, all independent variables (i.e. democracy, GDP per capita, 
elderly, female, gender inequality, public health expenditure) will appear in the regression equation 






4. Empirical Findings 
 
4.1 Results of Pearson Correlation Coefficient 
4.1.1 Correlation between Life Satisfaction and Democracy 
 












Figure 1 compared the life ladder and the democracy index of the countries in Europe and Asia 
respectively. For the countries in Europe, it is found a strong positive correlation between the 
degree of democracy level and self assessed life satisfaction Score based on  0.787 of pearson 
correlation coefficient. Which means that a change in one of them, another will also change in 
the same direction. The higher the score of individuals’ evaluation or satisfaction with their 
overall life, the higher the level of democracy; the lower level of democracy, the lower the 
score of individuals’ life satisfaction etc. 
 
Moreover, it is distinctive to look into Belarus. Although its level of democracy (2.48) is 
extremely low by comparison with other countries in Europe, the life satisfaction of its citizens 
is not that low (5.23). Or even higher than Albania (5) , Bulgaria (5.1) and similar to Kyrgyzstan 
(5.3) and Greece (5.41). 
 
On the contrary, unlike European countries, there is only weak positive correlation between 




countries are out of trend line. Especially India. Also, although China has the lowest level of 
democracy (2.26), the self assessed life satisfaction of its citizens (5.13) is even higher than 






4.1.2 Correlation between Negative Affect and Democracy 
 




The comparison of the Worry Risk Index and the democracy index shows in Figure 2. For 
European countries, there is a medium negative correlation between them with -0.309 of 
pearson correlation coefficient. Which refers to the change in one of them, another will also 
change in the opposite direction. The higher level of democracy, the less negative affect of 
individuals; the greater negative affect, the lower level of democracy etc. 
 
Similar to Figure 1, it is special to note the case of Belarus. Belarus is the country with the 
lowest level of democracy (2.48) in Europe, the highest Worry Risk is not for Belarus, but 
Portugal (52.05). And the index of Belarus even lower than half of the countries in Europe. 
 
However, the higher democracy level does not mean less negative affect in Asian countries. 
The pearson correlation coefficient for countries in Asian is 0.078 and no correlation exists 
between two variables. But it is worth noting that China with the lowest level of democracy 






4.1.3 Correlation between Positive Affect and Democracy 
 














Figure 3 shows the correlation between daily experience on smile as one of the indicators of 
positive affect and the democracy index. A strong positive correlation is found within the 
countries in Europe, with a 0.700 pearson correlation coefficient. While the level of democracy 
and the positive affect on smiles will change in the same direction, no matter whether they both 
increase or decrease. 
 
Conversely, there is no correlation with -0.088 of pearson correlation coefficient between daily 
experience on smile. Which means that the change in positive affect on smiles does not 
associate with the level of democracy, and vice versa. 
 
Also, There is a special finding that in China with the lowest level of democracy (2.26), the 
percentage of people’s daily experiences on smile (81) is even higher than those in South Korea 




















Figure 4 shows the daily experience on enjoyment which is another indicator of positive  affect 
and the democracy index. A strong positive correlation existed for the countries in Europe, with 
0.722 of pearson correlation coefficient. It refers to the direction of change that is the same and 
roughly correlated. A country with a higher level of democracy may have a higher positive 
affect on enjoyment, and vice versa. 
 
On the other hand, the higher level of democracy does not mean a higher positive affect on 
enjoyment in Asian countries. Instead a weak negative correlation in Asia, with -1.33 of 





4.1.4 Correlation between Satisfaction towards Government and Democracy 













The correlation of satisfaction towards government and democracy is shown in figure 5 by 
comparing the government safety performance index and the democracy index. It is obvious that 
a strong positive correlation within the countries in Europe, with 0.744 of pearson correlation 
coefficient. Which means the level of democracy is associated with satisfaction towards the 
government. 
 
Different from European countries, only weak positive correlation appears within the countries in 
Asia. Which means that although they may have the same direction like countries in Europe, the 
strength of correlation between them is weaker. Moreover, it is noteworthy that the case of China 
is extremely dissimilar, with the lowest level of democracy (2.26) but with a high satisfaction 




Figure 6:Overall Results of Pearson Correlation Coefficient between Well-Being and Democracy 
 
 
Dimension of Well-Being 
The Strength and Direction of Correction with Democracy 
   
Countries in Europe vs Countries in Asia 
Life Satisfaction Strong Positive Weak Positive 
Negative Affect Medium Positive No 
Positive Affect Strong Positive (Smile) 
Strong Positive (Enjoyment) 
No (Smile) 
Weak Negative (Enjoyment) 
Satisfaction towards Government Strong Positive Weak Positive 
 
 
Figure 6 puts the above results into one table. Overall, it became apparent that the result of 
pearson correlation coefficient between well-being and democracy is totally different  between 
European countries and Asian countries. The correlation between each dimension of well-being 
and democracy of countries in Europe tends to be strong; however, weak or even no correlation 
for Asia. In other words, well-being and democracy are strongly associated with each other in 
Europe, but not also for Asia. 
 
Moreover, apart from the difference of the strength, the direction may also be dissimilar 






4.2 Results of Regression Analysis 
 
4.2.1 Regression Analysis between Life Satisfaction and Democracy 
Figure 7: The Effect of Hypothesized Determinants on Life Satisfaction (Life Ladder) 
 
 Countries in Europe Countries in Asia 
B t B t 
Democracy 0.135   
1.580 
0.015   
0.147 
 (0.086)   (0.099)   
GDP per capita 0.000012*   
2.216 
0.000028   
1.415 
 (0.000005)   (0.000020)   
Public Health Expenditure 0.179*   
3.424 
0.261   
1.057 
 (0.052)   (0.247)   
Female 0.023   
0.309 
0.018   
0.169 
 (0.076)   (0.104)   
Elderly -0.010   
-0.321 
-0.099   
-1.276 
 (0.030)   (0.078)   
Gender Inequality -0.226   
-0.148 
-0.499   
-0.229 
 (1.531)   (2.180)   
Constant 2.898   
0.727 
4.362   
0.854 
 (3.984)   (5.108)   
N 31 17 
Adjusted R² 0.791 0.175 
F 19.950*** 1.567 




Figure 7 shows the regression results. Column 1 displays the name of hypothesized determinants as 
independent variable while life satisfaction as dependent variable. Regarding the countries in Europe, the 
overall quality of the regression is statistically highly significant and rejects the null hypothesis, with 
F=19.950, p < 0.001. Taking into account the number of observations and independent variables, the 
proportion of percentage of variation in life satisfaction accounted for by those six independent variables is 
79.1% (Adjusted R² =0.791). Among six independent variables, only the impacts of GDP per capita and 
public health expenditure on life satisfaction are both with a significance level of 0.05 (t=2.216 for GDP 
per capita and t=3.424 for public health expenditure). For every one degree of GDP per capita or one public 
health expenditure increase, life satisfaction will increase by 0.000012 and 0.179 respectively. 
 
However, regarding the countries in Asia, the regression model has no predictive power, with F=1.567, 









4.2.2 Regression Analysis between Negative Affect and Democracy 
Figure 8: The Effect of Hypothesized Determinants on Negative Affect (Anxiety) 
 
 Countries in Europe Countries in Asia 
B t B t 
Democracy 0.393   
0.218 
1.864   
1.455 
 (1.802)   (1.281)   
GDP per capita -0.000105   
-0.955 
-0.000123   
-0.481 
 (0.000110)   (0.000255)   
Public Health Expenditure -1.876*   
-1.708 
5.082   
1.588 
 (1.098)   (3.200)   
Female -1.962   
-1.233 
0.030   
0.022 
 (1.591)   (1.355)   
Elderly -0.227   
-0.368 
-1.499   
-1.482 
 (0.634)   (1.011)   
Gender Inequality -13.735   
-0.148 
25.856   
0.914 
 (32.198)   (28.278)   
Constant 154.445   
0.078 
26.274   
0.397 
 (93.794)   (66.255)   
N 31 17 
Adjusted R² 0.120 0.336 
F 1.689 2.348 






Regression result between hypothesized determinants and negative affect is shown   in Figure 
8. Neither countries in Europe nor in Asia, the regression models both have no predictive and 
explanatory power, with F=1.689, p>0.05 and F=2.348, p>0.05 for countries in Europe and 
Asia respectively. In other words, it is not in evidence that democracy, GDP per capita, public 
health expenditure, female, elderly, gender inequality influence negative affect in European 







4.2.3 Regression Analysis between Positive Affect and Democracy 
Figure 9: The Effect of Hypothesized Determinants on Positive Affect (Smile) 
 
 Countries in Europe Countries in Asia 
B t B t 
Democracy 3.938**   
3.064 
-1.189   
-0.497 
 (1.285)   (2.393)   
GDP per capita -0.000040   
-0.513 
-0.000526   
-1.104 
 (0.000079)   (0.000476)   
Public Health Expenditure 1.715*   
2.188 
-8.038   
-1.344 
 (0.784)   (5.979)   
Female -3.864**   
-3.405 
-1.243   
-0.491 
 (1.135)   (2.532)   
Elderly -0.338   
-0.747 
2.859   
1.514 
 (0.452)   (1.889)   
Gender Inequality 32.103   
1.398 
-51.098   
-0.967 
 (22.966)   (52.832)   
Constant 229.238**   
3.835 
162.061   
1.309 
 (59.769)   (123.786)   
N 31 17 
Adjusted R² 0.718 -0.193 
F 13.762*** 0.569 
Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05 
 
 
Figure 9 indicated the regression results between hypothesized determinants and smile as one 
of the positive affect. The regression model of countries in Europe have significant predictive 
power, with F=13.762, p < 0.001. And the proportion of variability explained by the regression 
is 79.1% (Adjusted R²=0.791). Among six independent variables, democracy, public health 
expenditure and females have predictive power. Democracy (t=3.064)and female(t=-3.405) 
both have a significance level of 0.01 while public health expenditure(t=2.188) is 0.05. An 
increase in democracy or public health expenditure will increase smiles as one of the positive 
affect by 3.938 and 1.715 respectively. On the other hand, a decrease in females will increase 
it by 3.864. 
 
On the contrary, a significant regression equation was not found for the countries in Asia, with 
F= 0.569, p> 0.05. Thus, it has failed to find out the influences of those six independent 






Figure 10: The Effect of Hypothesized Determinants on Positive Affect (Enjoyment) 
 
 Countries in Europe Countries in Asia 
B t B t 
Democracy 4.601**   
2.161 
-0.535   
-0.280 
 (1.533)   (1.912)   
GDP per capita -0.000030   
-0.319 
-0.000450   
-1.183 
 (0.000094)   (0.000381)   
Public Health Expenditure 2.126*   
2.275 
-8.748   
-1.831 
 (0.935)   (4.778)   
Female -2.245   
-1.659 
1.197   
0.592 
 (1.354)   (2.023)   
Elderly -0.978   
-1.812 
2.013   
1.333 
 (0.540)   (1.509)   
Gender Inequality 16.066   
0.586 
-65.803   
-1.559 
 (27.395)   (42.215)   
Constant 154.059*   
2.161 
44.138   
0.446 
 (71.294)   (98.911)   
N 31 17 
Adjusted R² 0.656 -0.135 
F 10.527*** 0.684 
Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05 
 
 
The regression results of hypothesized determinants and enjoyment as another positive affect 
shown in Figure 10. The regression model of the countries in Europe, the overall quality is 
significant, with F=10.527, p < 0.001. And the model is able to account for 65.6% of the 
variance in enjoyment (Adjusted R² =0.656).Democracy (t=2.275, p<0.01) and public health 
expenditure (t=2.275, p<0.05) have a significant correlation with enjoyment. If other conditions 
are held constant, the percentage of enjoyment is expected   to increase by 4.601 or 
2.126 for each additional degree of democracy and public health expenditure respectively. 
 
On the other hand, the regression model for the countries in Asia is not predictive, with F=0.684 








4.2.4 Regression Analysis between Satisfaction towards Government and Democracy 
 
 
Figure 11: The Effect of Hypothesized Determinants on Satisfaction towards Government 
 
 Countries in Europe Countries in Asia 
B t B t 
Democracy 2.057   
1.096 
0.616   
0.297 
 (1.878)   (2.073)   
GDP per capita 0.000185   
1.609 
-0.000057   
-0.139 
 (0.000115)   (0.000413)   
Public Health Expenditure 2.888*   
2.523 
-6.943   
-1.341 
 (1.145)   (5.179)   
Female -2.046   
-1.234 
-2.631   
-1.200 
 (1.658)   (2.193)   
Elderly -0.461   
-0.697 
1.937   
1.184 
 (0.661)   (1.636)   
Gender Inequality -31.515   
-0.939 
-23.990   
-0.524 
 (33.558)   (45.759)   
Constant 137.289   
1.572 
207.278   
1.933 
 (87.334)   (107.215)   
N 31 17 
Adjusted R² 0.746 0.071 
F 15.713*** 1.203 
Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05 
 
 
Regression of predicting satisfaction towards government based on six hypothesized 
determinants was shown in Figure 11. A significant regression equation was found, with 
F=15.713 p<0.001. And 74.6% of the total variation of the regression model can be explained 
by independent variables (Adjusted R² =0.746). Among six variables, only public health 
expenditure is the significant predictors of satisfaction towards government, with t=2.523, 
p<0.05. Satisfaction towards the government increased 2.888 for each percentage of public 
health expenditure. 
 
Conversely, none of six variables is a significant predictor of satisfaction towards government 






Figure 12: Overall Results of Regression Analysis: Determinants that may impact on well-being 
 
 
Dimension of Well-Being 
Determinants that may impact on well-being 
   
Countries in Europe vs Countries in Asia 
Life Satisfaction GDP per capita, Public Health 
Expenditure 
Failed to find out 
Negative Affect Failed to find out Failed to find out 
 
Positive Affect 
Smile Democracy, Public Health 
Expenditure, Female 
Failed to find out 
Enjoyment Democracy, Public Health 
Expenditure 
Failed to find out 
Satisfaction towards Government Public Health Expenditure Failed to find out 
 
Figure 12 puts the above result of regression analysis into one table and displays the significant predictors 
of each dimension of well-being. Overall, for the countries in Europe, among six hypothesized determinants 
mentioned before, gross domestic product per capita, public health expenditure and democracy assiscated 
with well-being. Yet, for the countries in Asia, it has failed to find any significant predictors within those. 
Also, it is noteworthy to point out that those six hypothesized determinants do not have a significant 
predictive power on negative affect, neither in Europe nor in Asia. 
 
To answer the question of whether and how the effects of democracy, the results are totally different 
between countries in Europe and Asia obviously. For European countries, it seems that there is a small 
effect of democracy on well-being after controlling others' conditions, focusing on the dimension of positive 
affect. Including smiles and enjoyment. But the effect of democracy on other dimensions of well-being (i.e. 
life satisfaction, negative affect and satisfaction towards government) is not significant. 
 
Moreover, the effect of democracy on well-being is relatively low by comparing with public health 
expenditure in Europe. It is because significant effects are found in the dimensions of life satisfaction, 
positive affect and satisfaction towards government. The governments in European countries spend more 
or less on public health play a more important role than democracy in well-being 
 
However, it is not in evidence that democracy has any impact on well-being, while no significant effect is 







5.1 Reasons Why Positive Correlation Exist in Countries in Europe, but No Correlation in Asia 
At the beginning of this study, geographical factor was taken account and thus separating countries in 
Europe and Asia. Therefore, one of the possible reason is locations does bring impact on whether 
democracy influence well-being. Such as different areas with different religions and cultures. Christian 
beliefs have significantly high levels of relationship of well-being by comparison to other or non-
Christian denominations (Dorn et al. ，2008). And Christians take account 72.2% of the population in 
Europe, but only 7.2% in Asia (Pew Research Center，2020). That may be one of the explanations why 
divergence exists. 
 
Besides, the conceptions of well-being may different between countries in Europe and Asia due to the 
culture difference. Countries in the East put more emphasis on social harmony or discipline while 
countries in the West put on self- esteem and realization of self talents (Ryff et al，2014). Therefore, if 
democracy has a distinct impact between those two well-being and the result may different between Asia 
and Europe. 
 
Another possible reason is the distinction or limitation of the selected countries between Europe and 
Asia. Which refer to the level of democracy. Among European countries, it includes all levels of 
countries, including full democracy (45%), flawed democracies (39%), hybrid regimes (13%) and 
authoritarian regimes (3%). The democratic system has been localized to bring about sustainable 
improvements in those full democracies. However, there are no full democracies in Asia. And the flawed 
democracies, hybrid regimes and authoritarian regimes accounts for 59%, 18% and 23% in this study 
respectively. Which means that most of the countries in Asia are still undergoing democratization. But 
emerging democracies have less impact on well-being and take a long period of time for their citizens 
to obtain well-being from democracy (Dorn et al.，2008). Or even emerging democracies cannot realize 
the expectation of the citizens in a short period of time, thus they often experience a decrease in well-
being during the process of democratization (Gerring et al. ，2005). For example, still prone to election 
bribery, corruption, ineffective policy practices or abuse of public resources by a few people, and thus 
the positive impact of democracy in Asia is relatively limited. Therefore, the effect of democracy 
sometimes requires waiting and the process requires learning, and thus the correlation between Europe 






Moreover, the part of well-being is using subjective data which refer to how the respondents answer 
the question in this study. However, the citizens in authoritarian countries are more likely to provide 
false responses in order to protect themselves (Garcia-Ponce & Pasquale，2015). It is because they worry 
that their answer to the interview will cause them trouble from the government. There is a difference in 
trust between the countries in Europe and Asia. In other words, even citizens living in authoritarian 
countries are less well-being, they tend to not tell. Under this condition, the statistics of authoritarian 
regimes accounting for 23% of countries in Asia may influence the final results to a large extent while 
only 3% in Europe and it may be one of the reasons why correlation does not exist in Asia. 
 
 
5.1.1 Case Study 
a. China in Asia 
It is common to say that democracy can make people happy, which is similar to the results  of 
countries in Europe. Democracy plays a role in well-being even if it is small. However, the 
case of China as an emerging power in the world, provides another idea that democracy is not 
necessarily the cornerstone of well-being. Even though China is an authoritarian regime with 
2.26 of the democracy index, it ranked high or even sometimes higher than Japan or South 
Korea (i.e. flawed democracies) in the dimensions of well-being in this  study. It is on the 
ground that democracy is not necessarily required for good social outcomes in China, but 
economic development. 
 
Almeida and Daniel (2002) pointed out that there may be no significant contrast in the number 
of economic growth in the long run between democractic regimes and authoritarian regimes; 
however; the variance of growth rate of the economy is four to five times to democratic 
regimes. It is to say that the economy depends on the quality of national policies which is 
highly related to the quality of rulers and decision makers. And the advantage of an 
authoritarian system is that it can promote and make decisions which are politically difficult, 
but important to economic growth ( 游 ，2019). And the national economy soared in China 
beginning from the leadership of Deng Xiao Ping to Jiang Zemin, Hu Jintao and Xi Jinping. 
Untils now, the growth of gross domestic product is not only the goal of national or social 
development, but also simply one of the ways to achieve national rejuvenation and well-being 





Moreover, the pursuit of democracy did exist in China before, but was disillusioned and 
further replaced by the economy. The demand for democracy kept increasing in the 1980s. 
On one hand, it is due to the reform of rural areas, which reduced the income gap between 
urban and rural areas from  2.7 times to 1.8 times. On the other hand, it was influenced by the 
leader Gorbachev of Soviet Unions. The domestic pursuit of democracy continues to increase, 
however, the Tiananmen Square protests in 1989 stopped and disillusioned their dream. And 
the market-oriented reforms in the 1990s shaped and made citizens in China suddenly   realize  
that  making  money  is  more  actual  and  effective  than  fighting       for 
democracy ( 姚 ，2013). And the improvement of living standards pushes up the  well-being 
of people in China. For example, China was a poor country with only USD 200 of income per 
capita in the early 1980s, and increased to USD 2400 ( 姚 ，2013). The living standards of the 
Chinese have improved substantially, people living in urban areas can buy cars and travel 
abroad; meanwhile; all villages in rural areas are connected to electricity and people living in 
rural areas can at least meet their basic needs. Research pointed out the well-being of rural 
residents is higher than that of urban residents because their level or situation of living has 
been greatly improved ( 姚，2013). 
 
Without democracy, the freedom of citizens still increases because of the rise of income and 
improvement of welfare. Such as private property rights. Although it is not saying that they 
enjoy the freedom the same as democratic regimes, citizens are satisfied with their life that a 
huge improvement of living standard has been made compared to thirty years ago and most 
people are not directly intervened by the government ( 姚 ，2013). People living in China still 
busy enjoying the benefits of the economy and well-being still remain at the level of material. 
 
 
b. Belarus in Europe 
Belarus where is the only authoritarian regime in Europe, with 2.48 of the democracy index, 
and well known as ‘the last European dictatorship’. However, its well-being in half 
dimensions (except positive affect) is not the worst of countries by comparison to European 
countries in this study and it seems that the positive relationship does not work in Belarus. It 
may due to other factors may play a more important role than democracy: 
 
Elena Artyomenko from Belarusian Institute for Strategic Studies (2013) reached out a 





Ministry of Statistics and UNICEF. It is found that an individual will be happy if she is a 
young girl, unmarried, comes from a rich family in Minsk and with basic education. Also,  an 
individual will have a high level of life satisfaction if he/she is being married, born in Brest, 
comes from a well family and not receiving any secondary education. Which reveal that the 
well-being of a Belarusian heavily affect by their status of marriage, family, economic or 
education background. Democracy seems to be ignored. 
 
Another research also found that changes in happiness by age is significant and different in 
Belarus by comparison to other East European countries, such as Moldova, Romania, 
Lithuania included in this study (Foa，2008). The youngers in Belarus tend to be more 
miserable while there is a little better of the elderly. Conversely, the happiness of youngsters 
has risen in every other East European country. In other words, apart from different levels of 
democracy, age may also be one of the reasons affecting or leading to the difference of result. 
 
Moreover, tolerance is a important national feature of Belarusian. Not only different religions 
lived in peace throughout the centuries, such asJews, Roman and Greek Catholic Christians, 
Protestants, Orthodox Christians, and Muslims; but also various ethnic groups coexisted 
peacefully, like Russians, Poles, Ukrainians, and Jews etc. Tolerance became the social 
consciousness of Belarus, and unique compared to other European countries. And tolerance 
has the  relationship and predictive power with spiritual well-being (Khodarahimi et al.，





5.2 Reasons Why Higher Association between Well-Being and Health, than Democracy, in Europe 
In this study, it is found that public health expenditure correlated with most of the dimensions of well-
being, including life satisfaction, positive affect and satisfaction towards government; meanwhile, the 
correlation between democracy and well-being is only focusing on positive affect. In other words, the 
effect of health on well-being is much higher than democracy. The following words are going to explain 
some of the reasons: 
 
The importance of health to an individual may precede democracy. In the Maslow's hierarchy of needs, 
human needs are divided into five levels: physiological needs, safety needs, love and belonging needs, 
esteem needs, and need for self-actualization. When an individual still fail to meet lower-level needs, it 
is difficult for them to devote resources to higher-level pursuits according to the theory.And health 
served as safety needs (including freedom from disease, physical health etc.) are the basic of an 
individual; meanwhile; democracy may not a goal that everyone is pursuing. Which means that when an 
individual gets basic needs and safety, he will have higher social goals, such as democracy. Health  is 
the base of well-being and democracy is just a higher goal, thus health has a higher association with 
well-being. 
 
Moreover, health gives a more direct impact on well-being, rather than democracy. The Social 
Ecological Model explains that factors affecting individuals include intrapersonal, interpersonal, 
institutional, community and public factors (McLeroy et al. 1988). Which means that democracy and 
health as different levels of factors are interdependent and interactive with well-being. But democracy 
may have an impact on the social environment that does not immediately influence individual biology, 
but subsequently influences the status of well-being (UW-Madison，2019). Such as the effect of voting 
or political decisions related to almost every aspect in our daily lives, from safety to education etc, and 
then well-being. The impact of democracy is indirect, but still play a role. On the other hand, the impact 
of health is more direct. There is no doubt that an individual with good health will be happier while 




6. Limitations and Implication of the Study 
 
Indeed, this study has some potential limitations due to the variation of countries. Although the 
geographical factor was taken into account that countries are separating into two areas: Europe and Asia, 
the size of regions' difference is not included. Diversity may also exist. Such as East Asia countries and 
South Asia countries; Western European countries and Central and Eastern European countries etc. 
Besides, the subjective variables were not considered as controlled variables. For instance, GDP per 
capita which is objective and shows the economic output of a country; however; it does not include the 
thoughts of people to think whether it is enough or not. Variables in this study  may not be 
comprehensive. 
 
But this research may take the first step to exploring the relationship by separating the area. It does tell 
that there is a difference of the relationship between democracy and well-being, within the area of Europe 
and Asia. As a next step, since this research has failed to find out what factors may have impacts on 
well-being in Asia, more research is needed to explore the roots of well-being within Asian countries. 
And also, exploring whether the concept of well-being is different from countries in Europe and Asia 




This study provides a new understanding that there is a discrepancy of the relationship between 
democracy and well-being, within the area of Europe and Asia. To answer the question of whether and 
how the effects of democracy, this study found that democracy has a small effect, only focusing on the 
positive affect, on well-being within European countries after controlling the impact of gender, age, 
economic development, gender inequality and health. Meanwhile, the association of the effect of  health 
on well-being is relatively higher than democracy. However, it is not in evidence for democracy to affect 
well-being within the countries in Asia and cannot find out related factors. The concept of well-being 
may also be different due to the area. Culture and religion in different areas may also be the possible 
reason explaining the contrast of the results. It would be obliging if further research would consider more 
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Austria 8.29 7.4 36.4 76 73 77.81 
Belgium 7.64 6.89 36.3 75 75 66.57 
Cyprus 7.59 6.28 51.64 74 75 54.11 
Denmark 9.22 7.65 22.64 87 77 81.36 
Finland 9.25 7.86 26.18 77 78 77.88 
France 8.12 6.67 41.13 77 75 57.63 
Germany 8.68 7.12 36.33 81 73 69.31 
Greece 7.43 5.41 42.22 68 65 45.43 
Ireland 9.24 6.96 35.63 82 79 75.19 
Italy 7.52 6.52 44.97 62 67 57.47 
Luxembourg 8.81 7.24 38.61 76 72 81.8 
Malta 7.95 6.91 35.89 65 79 81.84 
Netherlands 9.01 7.46 28.1 87 85 84.8 
Norway 9.87 7.44 23.16 86 80 78.29 
Portugal 8.03 5.92 52.05 61 74 66.21 
Spain 8.29 6.51 45.52 64 67 62.07 
Sweden 9.39 7.37 18.75 86 77 84.72 















Albania 6.89 5 49.47 68 73 42.12 















Bulgaria 7.03 5.1 31.64 60 63 36.51 
Croatia 6.57 5.54 33.34 54 57 60.08 
Estonia 7.9 6.09 25.71 80 69 49.06 
Kyrgyzstan 4.89 5.3 43.09 73 76 49.39 
Latvia 7.49 5.9 33.51 65 48 44.79 
Lithuania 7.5 6.31 26.04 43 48 44.46 
Moldova 5.75 5.68 47.87 60 55 40.76 
Montenegro 5.65 5.65 41.22 65 50 57.96 












Population ages 65 











Austria 50277 19 50.8 0.069 8.73 
Belgium 46117 19 50.5 0.045 8.25 
Cyprus 27858 14 50 0.086 3.33 
Denmark 59822 20 50.3 0.043 9.16 
Finland 48686 22 50.7 0.039 7.29 
France 40494 20 51.6 0.049 9.02 
Germany 46259 22 50.6 0.084 8.7 
Greece 19583 22 50.9 0.116 4.99 
Ireland 78661 14 50.4 0.093 7.18 
Italy 33190 23 51.3 0.069 6.99 
Luxembourg 114705 14 49.5 0.065 5.82 
Malta 29416 21 49.9 0.175 6.74 
Netherlands 52448 20 50.2 0.043 9.48 
Norway 75420 17 49.5 0.038 8.31 
Portugal 23145 22 52.7 0.079 6.16 
Spain 29614 20 50.9 0.07 6.4 
Sweden 51610 20 49.9 0.045 10.02 
Switzerland 81994 19 50.4 0.025 7.7 
United Kingdom 42300 19 50.6 0.109 7.58 
Albania 5353 14 49.1 0.181 2.94 













Bulgaria 9738 21 51.4 0.206 4.61 
Croatia 14853 21 51.8 0.116 6.39 
Estonia 23660 20 52.7 0.086 5.03 
Kyrgyzstan 1309 5 50.5 0.369 3.64 
Latvia 17836 20 54 0.176 3.72 
Lithuania 19456 20 53.7 0.124 4.45 
Moldova 4499 12 52.1 0.204 5.3 
Montenegro 8832 15 50.6 0.109 3.67 


































Bangladesh 5.88 49.26 4.5 57 51 70.29 
Cambodia 3.53 47.14 5.12 83 86 62.88 
China 2.26 30.92 5.13 87 81 80.03 
India 6.9 39.25 3.82 59 69 73.35 
Indonesia 6.48 46.9 5.34 82 90 86.76 
Japan 7.99 44.28 5.79 63 76 71.17 
Malaysia 7.16 49.46 5.34 79 84 82.79 
Mongolia 6.5 53.82 5.46 68 62 47.62 
Myanmar 3.55 50.58 4.41 72 82 63.78 
Nepal 5.28 47.96 4.91 62 45 54.6 
Pakistan 4.25 59.12 5.47 53 60 49.91 
Philippines 6.64 59.21 5.87 73 81 87.35 
Singapore 6.02 20.15 6.37 73 80 93.03 
South Korea 8 46.62 5.84 60 68 63.34 
Sri Lanka 6.27 39.19 4.4 75 90 74.27 
Thailand 6.32 38.53 6.01 83 85 60.24 




























Bangladesh 1909 5 49.4 0.537 0.79 
Cambodia 1643 5 51.2 0.474 1.25 
China 10262 11 48.7 0.168 3.1 
India 2104 6 48 0.488 1.41 
Indonesia 4136 6 49.7 0.48 1.08 
Japan 40247 28 51.2 0.075 8.55 
Malaysia 11415 7 48.6 0.253 2.3 
Mongolia 4295 4 50.7 0.322 2.62 
Myanmar 1408 6 51.8 0.478 1.04 
Nepal 1071 6 54.4 0.452 2.34 
Pakistan 1284 4 48.5 0.538 0.92 
Philippines 3485 5 49.8 0.43 1.61 
Singapore 65233 12 47.7 0.065 2.05 
South Korea 31762 15 49.9 0.047 3.99 
Sri Lanka 3853 11 52 0.401 1.96 
Thailand 7808 12 51.3 0.359 3.21 
Vietnam 2715 8 50.1 0.296 3.82 
 
